
stay is not granted. With respect to Order No. 82-17, we have 

carefully reviewed both the petition and affidavit filed by 

petitioner and find no allegations of fact nor proof that sub- 

stantial harm will result to petitioner or the public interest 

if the time schedule contained in Order No. 82-17 is not stayed. 

We note that the project is not scheduled for completion until 

December of 1983. This Board contemplates acting on the petition 

on the merits at our July meeting. We are unable to find that 

substantial harm will result to petitioner or the public interest 

prior to action by this Board on the merits of the petition. 

With respect to Order No. 82-18, we note that the 

Regional Board Executive Officer has advised Mr. Dan Silacci that 

the City of Petaluma's reclaimed wastewater facilities are 

scheduled to become operational in the 1984 dry weather irriga- 

tion season and that, during the interim period prior to completion 

of the project, Mr. Silacci is authorized to continue the use of 

reclaimed wastewater "subject to all reclaimed wastewater use 

specifications, prohibitions, provisions, and self-monitoring 

program requirements contained in Regional Board Order 77-31...."6' 

Without commenting on the propriety of the Regional Board's action, 

we note that the application of Order No. 77-31 to the Silacci 

parcel, rather than Order No. 82-18, is the relief which 

petitioner seeks. We, therefore, will not issue a stay of 

6. Letter dated May 14, 1982, from Fred H. Dierker, Regional 
Board Executive Officer, to Mr. Dan Silacci. 
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Order No. 82-18. We will, howeve.r, direct the Regional Board I 
0 \ 

to provide immediate notification to this Board-should the 

Regional Board decide to apply Order No. 82-18 to the Silacci 

parcel, prior to final action by the State Board on the merits 

of the petition. If the Regional Board does decide to apply 

Order No. 82-18,during this interim period, 'the'state Board will 

immediately schedule a hearing on petitioner's request for a stay 

of Order No. 82-18. . . . 
. : _ . 

Having concluded that a stay of Order No. 82-18 is 

unnecessary, we will examine petitioner's request, for a stay of. 

Order No. 82-17 in light of the second element which is necessary 

for a stay. The second element which petitioner must prove is 

"a lack of substantial harm to other interested persons and to , 

,,7/ the public interest if a stay is granted. - Petitioner has '0 

alleged no facts either in this petition or affidavit to support 

his bare allegation that there will be a lack of significant harm 

to other interested persons and to the public interest if a stay 

of the time schedule in Order No. 82-17 is granted. 

III. CONCLUSION 

For the reasons stated above, we conclude that a stay 

of Regional Board Orders Nos. 82-17 and 82-18 is not appropriate. 

7. See Section 2053(a)(2), footnote 3 supra. _- 
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IV. ORDER 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that petitioner's request for a 

stay is denied. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Regional Board provide 

immediate not+.fication to the State Board if the Regional Board 

determines to enforce Order No. 82-18 against Dan Silacci. 

DATED: June 17, 1982 

/s/ Carla M. Bard 
Carla M. Bard, Chairwoman 

/s/ L. L. Mitchell 
L. L. Mitchell, Vice-Chairman 

/s/ Jill B. Dunlap 
Jill B. Dunlap, Member 

/s/ F. K. Aljibury 
F. I<.. Aljibury, Member ! 
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